Introduction
Nominalization, the process by which we derive nominal expressions, is a highly pervasive phenomenon in the languages of the world. Nominal expressions can be derived either from existing nominal constituents (e.g. sovereign > sovereignty), often involving the formation of more abstract nominals from more concrete ones, or they can be derived from non-nominal constituents such as adjectives (e.g. brave > bravery, friendly > friendliness). Previous studies have examined nominalization phenomena in terms of their form and functions, mainly from syntactic and typological perspectives (e.g. Chomsky 1970; Comrie & Thompson 1985 Hopper & Thompson 1984 Koptjevskaja-Tam 1993; Malchukov 2004 Malchukov , 2006 .
In this paper we specifically focus on extended uses of nominalization constructions to serve non-referential functions. More specifically, we adopt both typological and diachronic perspectives to examine how nominalization constructions go beyond their core function of deriving referential entities, as in (1), to perform extended non-referential functions, among them modificational functions such as relativization (2) and adverbialization (3), as well as discourse-grounding and socio-pragmatic functions such as tense-aspect-mood marking (4) and speaker stance marking (5). We illustrate with examples from a number of Asian languages, which we hope will serve as a springboard for further in-depth diachronic and typological comparisons with languages from other parts of the world. An interesting research question is whether these extensions from referential to non-referential functions are common crosslinguistically, and if so, what are the syntactic environments and pragmatic motivations that contribute to these semantic extensions? In this paper, we divide our discussion into four major sections. In section 2, we first highlight two major strategies to identify nominalization constructions, namely, (i) the use of light nouns and (ii) the use of noun phrase markers. In subsequent sections, we focus on the non-referential uses of nominalization constructions. In sections 3 and 4, we focus on their modificational uses. One modificational strategy is via the adnominal constructions such as relative clauses ( §3); another modificational strategy is via subordinate adverbial constructions such as temporal, conditional and concessive clauses ( §4). In section 5, we focus on the reanalysis of nominalization constructions finite structures; in such contexts, the nominalizers are often reinterpreted as tense-aspect-mood (TAM) markers.
In section 6, we analyze the frequent use of nominalization with mirative, evidential, and other attitudinal functions. We summarize our discussion in section 7.
Light nouns and noun phrase markers in nominalization constructions
Nominalization constructions may be formed derivationally or morphosyntactically (Comrie & Thompson 1985 Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993; inter alia) . Derivational nominalization (also known as lexical nominalization) is illustrated in (6), where the action of 'pretending to be rich' is being commented upon, and in this sense the action is being treated referentially, and is linguistically encoded as a nominal. In this example, the noun phrase their pretence is comprised of the noun pretence derived from the verb pretend and is further signaled by a noun phrase marker, i.e. the possessive determiner their. Similar derivations are seen in other languages. In the Malay example in (7), the noun kemalasan 'laziness' is derived from the adjective malas 'lazy' via ke-…-an circumfixation, and is also further signaled by a noun phrase marker, in this case third person genitive or possessive enclitic -nya ('his/her/its').
(6) They like to pretend they are rich. Let's see how far their pretence will take them.
Malay/Indonesian Similar examples are found in many other Asian languages, including Korean and Japanese. As illustrated in (9), Korean nominalizer ki (< 'place') is used to derive the complement 'that he is living comfortably' (Rhee, in press ).
Korean (Rhee, in To sum up thus far, we have seen that clausal nominalization constructions can be signaled in a number of ways: (i) via a light noun that grammaticalizes into a nominalizer, (ii) via a noun phrase marker, (iii) via a noun phrase marker that grammaticalizes into a nominalizer, and (iv) via combinations of the above, as seen in (16b). In the next three sections, we will examine how these various clausal nominalization constructions frequently extend to serve non-referential functions.
From nominalization to relativization
Numerous studies have shown that there is an intimate relationship between nominalization and relativization. Across Sino-Tibetan languages and in Japanese and Korean, the same morpheme used to construct nominalizations is also used to construct relative clauses (Bickel 1999; DeLancey , 1999 DeLancey , 2005 Genetti 1992, in press; Genetti et al. 2008; Horie 1998a; Matisoff 1972; Noonan 1997 Noonan , 2008 Rhee 2008; Shibatani 2009; Simpson 2008; Sun & Lin 2009; Yap & Matthews 2008) . 4 This phenomenon, termed 'relativization-nominalization syncretism' (DeLancey 2002), was first observed by Matisoff (1972) for Lahu (Loloish), wherein the same morpheme ve marks genitive noun phrases, nominalized verbs, as well as relative clauses, and non-embedded clauses. It is so prevalent a feature that Bickel (1999: 271) refers to this syncretic constellation as 'Standard Sino-Tibetan Nominalization' (or SSTN).
The following examples demonstrate relativization-nominalization syncretism, i.e. shared formal identity between nominalizers and relativizers, In (17), we see the agentive nominalizer mkhan in Lhasa Tibetan functioning as a relativizer. In (18), we see Magar agent nominalizer -cyo relativizing as well.
Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1986:3) (17) stag gsod-mkhan mi pha=gi red tiger kill-NMZ man that be 'That is the man who killed/kills/will kill the tiger.'
Magar (Grunow-Hårsta fieldnotes) (18) ho-laŋ na-kuŋ bʌdɦin rup-cyo bɦìormi le D.DEM-LOC 2S-GEN.HON clothes sew-NMZ man COP 'There is the man who sewed/sews/will sew your clothes.'
We posit that this syncretism is not an historical accident, and that it is due, at least in part, to developments which arise from the fact that languages can modify and restrict a referent by means of juxtaposition. Thus a clause can simply be apposed to a noun phrase and in this relation, it can modify that phrase. Essentially, then, this clause functions as a relative clause, of which the noun phrase is the head. This is illustrated in Japanese (19), where the clause asita au ('to meet tomorrow') modifies the temporal noun jikan ('time'). The clause and head noun together form a relative clause construction.
5 Similarly in Colloquial Malay (20) Very often, the head nouns of such relative clauses are general 'light nouns' (LaPolla 1994; Aldridge 2008; Yap & Wang, in press ). These nouns often become lighter (i.e. increasingly more semantically bleached) to the point that they are reinterpreted as nominalizers and the resulting construction is treated as a nominalization construction, as in (21), where the semantically light noun tokoro, meaning 'place', has bleached to the point that it can be used to refer to a wider range of noun types, i.e. not just locative referents but also patient referents, among others. Japanese (Horie 2008: 175) (21) (a) [Dorobo-ga heya-kara dete ki-ta tokoro]-o tukamae-ta.
thief-NOM room-from come out-PST NMZ-ACC catch-PST (i) 'I caught a thief who was coming out of the room.'
(ii) 'I caught a thief as he was coming out of the room.'
In examples such as (21) Historical evidence for such development is attested in Chinese. As seen in (22a), zhe was used as an agent nominalizer in Old Chinese, but in the transition period during the Han dynasty as seen in (22b), particularly given that the use of adnominal zhi was declining, nominalizer zhe was often found in bridge contexts where it could be reinterpreted as a relativizer, and as seen in (22c) 
From nominalization to subordination
The relationship between nominalization and subordination has been extensively discussed in the literature, particularly in terms of converbal and serializing forms, and in terms of their narrativizing and topicalizing functions (e.g. Matisoff 1972 , Genetti 1986 , 1991 , Chelliah 1997 , Noonan 1997 show a similar development involving nominalization constructions being extended non-referentially to serve as adverbial subordinate clauses, as seen in (28) and (29).
Budai Rukai (Sung, 'If/When we have only those from the river, those from the river will be our dishes. If/When we have those from the sea only, those from the sea will be our dishes.'
From nominalization to finite clause
There is also evidence across Asian languages of nominalization constructions being reanalyzed as finite clauses, the morphological nominalizer being reinterpreted as a tense/aspect/mood marker. This development occurs so frequently in Tibeto-Burman languages that DeLancey (in press) has concluded "that clausal nominalization in constructions with a copula is a major-indeed, the major-source of new finite clause constructions throughout the family" (see also Genetti 2008, in press; Coupe 2009 Grunow-Hårsta 2009 ). Below we illustrate with examples from Magar, a Himalayish language, to highlight how nominalization constructions develop from referential to non-referential uses, in particular as finite clauses within the predicational domain. 9 Specifically, the nominalizer -ke is reanalyzed from a clausal nominalizer, marking complements as in (30a), to marking an imminent aspectual marker as in (30b), and thence developing into a future tense marker as in (30c). Tibeto-Burman languages of the Tamangic branch, for example Nar Phu (Noonan, in press ), also exhibit the non-referential use of nominalizers to encode tense and aspect distinctions. In Nar Phu, as seen in (31), the nominalizers -p± and -t± encode past progressive and past perfective respectively.
Nar Phu (Noonan, Similarly, among Sinitic languages, some northern Mandarin dialects have reinterpreted nominalizer de as a past tense marker (e.g. Simpson & Wu 2001) . This can also be seen to some extent in contemporary Beijing Mandarin, as seen in (34). In Korean, adnominals derived from erstwhile nominalizers also express tense, aspect and mood. For example, adnominalizers -(u)n and -(u)l, derived from Old Korean nominalizers -n and -l respectively (with cognates in Manchu, Mongolian and Turkish), have evolved into anterior/past and prospective markers (see for example Lee 1993; Whitman 1997; Rhee 2008, in press; Yap & Matthews 2008) . Use of adnominal -(u)n as anterior/past marker is illustrated in (35a), and use of adnominal -(u)l as prospective marker is illustrated in (35b).
Korean (Rhee 2008: 252 In some Austronesian languages focus/voice markers, which according to Starosta, Pawley and Reid (1982) derive from affixal nominalizers, have also come to convey tense-aspect-mood information For example, in Cebuano (a Philippine language), realis/non-realis mood distinctions are made between actor voice markers mi-/mu-, patient voice markers gi-/-un, conveyance voice markers gi-/i-, among others (e.g. Himmelmann 2005: 126, 168) . In Saisiyat, another Austronesian language, the verbal suffix -en can be used as patient voice (PV) marker as in (36), as well as resultative/anterior/perfective aspect marker as in (37). This suffix has variant forms such as -oen, -on, -in, which are phonotactically conditioned.
Saisiyat (Yeh, Saisiyat also has a verbal affix <in>, which is used as a derivational nominalizer as in (38), as well as a resultative/anterior/perfective/past marker, as in (39).
Saisiyat (Yeh, in POSS-rat-POSS tail AF-PAST-break PFV 'The tail of the rat divided into two.'
Another interesting development noted in Saisiyat is that the case marker ka is homonymous with prefixal nominalizer ka-, and the latter has also further developed into an irrealis mood/future marker. As such an irrealis interpretation emerges when prefixal nominalizer ka-accompanies patient nominalizer -en as in (40a), in contrast to the realis interpretation that surfaces when ka-is absent in derivational-type nominalizations formed with affixal <in> as seen in (40b).
Saisiyat (Yeh, in press) (40) (a) ka-tawbon-en (b) t<in>awbon KA-pound-PV <PV>pound 'something to be pounded' 'something pounded; e.g. rice cake'
Such frequent syncretism between nominalization and TAM marking is congruent with observations in Formosan literature, where it is often reported that there sometimes is no formal distinction between nominalization constructions and finite main clauses. Indeed, Starosta, Pawley and Reid (1982) have posited that erstwhile nominalizers have been reinterpreted as the Austronesian-type focus/voice markers that particularly characterize many Formosan and Philippine languages. This phenomenon involving isomorphism between nominalization constructions and finite clause structures parallels those noted earlier in other languages (e.g. Tibeto-Burman, Sinitic and Korean), where nominalization constructions are known to sometimes be reanalyzed as finite clauses. 11 11 Many of these languages have developed strategies to distinguish between the two isomorphic constructions. For example, referentiality marking devices such as demonstratives and case markers are often used to signal nominalization constructions, distinguishing them from the finite clauses in which the nominalizing elements are often reanalyzed as tense-aspect-mood (TAM) markers. Such use of referentiality marking devices (sometimes referred to as 'substantivizing' strategies) is consistent with crosslinguistic observations (see Malchukov 2006) . There are several pathways by which finiteness (also known in functional cognitive grammar as 'grounding' or 'anchoring') can be achieved.
12 One pathway, which we will explore here, is via the extension from focus constructions to non-focus (i.e. neutral) constructions. This has been noted in Japanese (see Iwasaki 2000) , where the non-finite rentaikei form is used, not only as attributive nominal predicates in Classical Japanese as seen in (41a), but also in kakari musubi (focus-concord)
constructions as in (41b), and in pragmatically affective rentai syuusi bun ('attributive-final sentences') as in (41c) (see Horie 2008 for a fuller discussion).
Crucially, we see non-finite rentaikei forms being grounded through illocutionary force in focus or stance constructions, and as such these otherwise non-finite nominalized constructions are legitimized as 'stand-alone' constructions, and over time their syntactic legitimacy (initially empowered by illocutionary force) results in the extension of non-finite rentaikei forms to finite shushikei ('conclusive' or independent 'stand-alone') forms as seen in the Modern Japanese examples in (42), where otiru can be used not only attributively (hence non-finite and translated into English as attributive participle 'falling') but it could also be used 'conclusively'
(hence finite and translated into English as a verb in present tense form 'falls'. This extension from non-finite rentaikei to finite shushikei form was a gradual process that (32) and (33) demonstrate that, in some Tibeto-Burman languages, nominalization constructions expressing tense-aspect-mood (TAM) are consistently non-embedded. 13 This phenomenon is also found beyond Tibeto-Burman.
For example, it can be seen in Mandarin as in (43 below), repeated from (34), where focus copula shi can be omitted and the complement nominalized by de is reinterpreted as an independent ('stand-alone') finite clause with de reinterpreted in some dialects as a past tense marker. Languages such as Iranian (Haig, in press) also suggest telling relationships between demonstratives and the development of non-referential uses of nominalization constructions, including the TAM functions. From the Iranian language family, the Bahdini Kurdish "ezafe" (derived from a demonstrative) has in modern times also developed a TAM marking function. As Haig (in press) explains, "In combination with a participle, the Tense Ezafe imparts a sense of completed action (perfectivity)." For example, (44) below would only be used to describe a perfective situation in which the girl concerned was actually gone. 
Nominalization as mood/stance marker
Nominalization constructions are also used to express speaker stance (DeLancey , 1997 (DeLancey , 2001 Noonan 1997 Noonan , 2008 Saxena 2000; Grunow-Hårsta 2007, in press; Watters 2008) . In particular, in Tibeto-Burman languages they can express mirativity, which Delancey (1986: 205) As seen from the examples above, constructions expressing stance in Tibeto-Burman are frequently 'stand-alone' nominalizations (see DeLancey , 1997 DeLancey , 2001 Noonan 1997 Noonan , 2008 Bickel 1999; Grunow-Hårsta 2007; Watters 2008, inter alia) . The reinterpretation of a nominalizer to a stance marker within a non-embedded construction is not limited to Tibeto-Burman. For example in Budai Rukai (Austronesian), as seen in (48), the suffixal nominalizer anə in a non-embedded construction also conveys strong speaker stance, in this particular case mirativity. In Cantonese (Sinitic), as seen in (49) '(Don't worry) he will come.'
Interestingly, Korean nominalizations such as (50) can be interpreted subjectively as a weak assertion, and increasingly also as a declarative utterance without assertive force. Essentially, we see both the subject kes ('thing') and the copula -i ('be') merging with the sentence final particle -pnita (also referred to as 'sentence ender') to express speaker's assertive mood (albeit a weak one), somewhat akin to English subjective discourse marker (the) thing is in (51 'Oh, we really must go (as you can see/understand).'
Conclusion
In this paper we have examined the semantic extensions of nominalizers and nominalization constructions from referential to non-referential functions. These include modifying functions (specifically relative clause and subordinate clause marking), tense-aspect-mood (TAM) marking, and the expression of speaker stance. It has also been observed that referentiality marking devices (specifically demonstratives and case markers) which signal nominalizations undergo parallel semantic extension and, like nominalizers, they may extend their functional scope from referential to non-referential functions. Specifically, they can grammaticalize into tense-aspect markers and mood/stance markers. Crosslinguistically, Traugott (1982, 1989, 1995) and others have shown that there is a strong tendency for proposition-based constructions to develop toward pragmatic-based interpretations, with subjective and/or intersubjective readings. In this paper, we have shown how events and propositions that are reified for referential purposes (i.e. nominalizations)
are frequently grammaticalized to serve modificational functions and sometimes TAM encoding functions as well, and how they may also be pragmaticized to serve subjective speaker mood/stance functions.
